JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org. The idea of translating the gospel from the language of a pre-scientific, mythological understanding of the universe into terms more congenial and intelligible to the modern man is of course not new. Forty-three years ago Professor Ernest F. Scott, whose death during the past year we mourn today, said at the end of what seems to me his most substantial book, The Kingdom and the Messiah, "We cannot but conclude that the message of Jesus, closely as it was related to the apocalyptic beliefs of His time, was in the last resort independent of them. They provided the categories in which it was first delivered .... but the conceptions themselves are separable from the forms that moulded them."
it is to be regarded as in any sense biblical, it cannot dispense with the preliminary labor of critical, historical, disinterested exegesis.
The proponents of demythologizing recognize this. Certainly it cannot be charged that Bultmann is remiss at this point. There is another type of interpretation, however, which has the same laudable motive but seems to me more dangerous, because it does not so realistically recognize the mythological element in the NT. As compared with the existentialist German school of Entmythologisierung, this movement is predominantly British, and its philosophical background is something akin to Platonism.2 I do not complain of its philosophy, or of its effort to reformulate the gospel in terms of that philosophy; I do deplore the fact that it reads its own presuppositions back into the NT itself, and by so doing precludes an accurate exegesis. This is evident particularly in the treatment of a crucial point of interpretation, the future aspect of the kingdom of God in the gospel of Jesus. That subject has been so often and so fully discussed in this society and elsewhere that one might think the question had been settled long ago. It was settled, as a matter of fact, but it does not stay settled. It keeps coming unsettled just because scholars still insist upon reading later theological ideas back into the words of Jesus.
To What interests me particularly in this book is that the author thinks of his work as an attempt to interpret the NT by the OT (p. 12), and thus leads one to expect historical exegesis. He distinguishes three tasks: the lexicographical, the critical, and the doctrinal. Instead of making his doctrinal interpretation follow and depend upon the critical inquiry, however, he reverses this procedure. The critical task, he says, must be undertaken only in the light of the doctrinal studies (p. 14).
Such a procedure is a violation of the integrity of scholarship. Of course there must be sympathetic imagination. There must be, if you like the word, "empathy." That is a very different matter. It requires not previous self-commitment but self-denial, self-forgetfulness, a willingness and a disciplined ability to dissociate oneself and one's own feelings and convictions from the effort to understand another person. Self-commitment means inevitably the injection of self into the object, so that what we see is not the other man's face but the reflection of our own. Objectivity does not mean treating another person like a laboratory specimen, to be dissected and described; it means respecting his dignity and freedom, allowing him to be himself and to say what he wants to say.
Without that kind of self-denying objectivity genuine exegesis is impossible. The exegete must treat Paul or Isaiah with respect and allow him to be himself. We must let Jesus be himself -I say that as a Christian, with all reverence and earnestness. We must let him say what he wants to say. One who approaches the gospels with the determination to believe what he finds there will find what he believes. To take the most obvious example, a modern man who does not believe in demons and demon-possession will be compelled to rationalize and modernize the presupposition of the gospels that demons exist and cause disease. It is one thing for a theologian to say that demonology is for him a mythological expression of the reality of suffering and evil in the world; it is something else for an exegete to say that Jesus himself did not believe in demons. You cannot have accurate, realistic exegesis if you are not prepared and willing to find ideas that you cannot accept. Appropriation and application must come after unbiased, uncommitted investigation.
The repudiation of that basic principle vitiates the argument of John Marsh at many points. A considerable part of his book is devoted to the meaning of time, and here he strays far from the simplicity of the gospel. Like others before him, he distinguishes between "time as chronological" (defined as "something that can be measured by a chronometer or clock"), and "time as opportunity" or "realistic time" (p. 19). The relative unimportance of "chronological time" is said to be shown by the fact that "the Bible makes practically no contribution to our ability to measure time" (p. 20). Well, the Bible makes no contribution to our ability to measure height or breadth or depth, but that does not mean that it has a non-spatial conception of space. The Bible uses the units of measurement prevalent in its cultural environment. There is even a reference to a sundial in the OT (II Kings 20 11; Isa 38 s).
Marsh says that the OT "has no word for chronological time: it cannot translate 'chronos' " (p. 20). If this means that the idea expressed by chronos was unknown to the OT, the makers of the LXX were unaware of the fact. They used the word chronos rather freely for a baker's dozen of Hebrew expressions.3 There is a difference between chronos and kairos, but kairos has chronological implications. The very idea of opportunity presupposes a succession of more and less favorable times for particular kinds of action. He who fails to keep an eye on the calendar and the clock will miss the boat. He who does not watch the chronos will miss the kairos. If one must be always ready, it is only because the day and hour are not known (Matt 24 36, 42, 44, etc.).
The conception of time determines the interpretation of eschatology. Marsh recognizes, for example, the doctrine of the coming age in the NT, but he repeatedly affirms that "the two ages were not consecutive" (pp. 32, 140); they were related not by succession but by fulfillment (p. 141). Now surely any conception of fulfillment which divorces it from temporal succession is far from being biblical. Aside from the fulfillment of prophecy, fulfillment in the Bible, OT and NT alike, means filling up an appointed measure of time. Biblical Hebrew does not speak of fulfilling time, but of fulfilling days or years.4 The Hebrew words for "time" indicate ordinarily a point rather than an extended period of time. The Aramaic of Daniel, however, speaks of "seven times" (4 16, 25, 32) and of "a time, two times, and half a time" (7 25); this last expression, in fact, occurs in Dan 12 5 in Hebrew.5 When Marsh contrasts succession and fulfillment, he introduces a decidedly unbiblical distinction. 3 The men of the OT thought of time just as they experienced it, an unceasing succession of "seed time and harvest, cold and heat, summer and winter, day and night" (Gen 8 22). Their idea of time was far too "realistic" not to be "chronological." To speak of "chronological time," as though there were any such thing as time which is not chronological, seems to me only an unfortunate misuse of words. 4 Where the LXX reads iv be rTc avaarXpovrOaL rTov Xpbvov 'Eaorlp, the Hebrew is inos'in y,,nmi, "when Esther's turn came" (Esther 2 15). Rebekah bore Esau and Jacob when "her days to be delivered were fulfilled" (Gen 25 24). Hannah bore Samuel "at the coming round of the days" ( ,, nl mppnr, I Sam 1 20, where the LXX, curiously enough, renders Tcr Katpq Tr&v rwtjepWv).
Elizabeth bore John when "the time for her to give birth was fulfilled" (eTrXo6ar7, Luke 1 57). Mary bore Jesus when "the days for her to give birth were fulfilled" ('irX\ro-laav, Luke 2 6). The meaning is exactly the same.
5 In Neh 2 6 also ],r answers the question "how long" as well as "when." It is
My particular bone of contention with him, however, is that he carries back his non-temporal eschatology into the gospel as proclaimed by Jesus. "Jesus had often made it plain, from the start of his ministry," he says, "that the kingdom of God, like the Son of man, had already come. Therefore it cannot now come for the first time, nor is it ever said that the kingdom will come again" (p. 131).
If that is so, I submit, it is passing strange that Jesus told his disciples to pray, "Thy kingdom John Marsh does not ignore this second petition of the Lord's Prayer, but he reads into it a meaning which excludes its plain, natural implication. He says that it "was not a superfluity after the kingly rule had been wholly present in Christ's own life, for our prayer must always be that the same obedience that our Lord manifested might be found also in us and in every child of man" (p. 165). In effect this identifies the coming of the kingdom with the individual's taking upon himself the yoke of the kingdom of heaven; it is no longer God's act but man's. Marsh recognizes a future phase, so to speak, of the kingdom, but he insists that the kingdom of God is "not the end-term of an historical series, nor yet the 'absolutely other' realm that will supervene upon the destruction of the present order," for "since the kingdom of God was fulfilled in Christ, then none other than that same kingdom can come at the end of history" (pp. 165 f.). However sound that may or may not be as theology, or as an interpretation of NT theology in general, it cannot be derived from the recorded sayings of Jesus.
The collocation of the idea of the kingdom of God and the idea of therefore no great departure from OT usage when Mark 1 14 says, "The time is fulfilled," and Luke 21 24 speaks of "the times of Gentiles" as a period to be "fulfilled. synagogue prays, nrip ]1T 1'ry lnliDn rr ,nlm ;linl, "And may his kingship over us be revealed and be seen at a near time." God is besought also "to establish the world in the kingdom of the Almighty" (iliy lpn5 n'v n inn), or, in the words of the Qaddish, to "make his kingdom rule" As the idea of the kingdom, both present and future, is familiar, so also is the idea of coming. The end is coming;9 the day of Yahweh is coming;I? Yahweh himself is coming in judgment;" the promised king is coming;12 Yahweh's messenger of the covenant is coming.I3 Later sources speak of the coming of the Messiah and of a prophet who is to come. In the rabbinic literature much is said of the world to come, or the coming age, u, nip;n. The conception of Paradise as coming down from heaven to earth appears also.
With all this it seems strange that verbs meaning "come" are not used with nouns meaning "kingdom" or the like as subject. Esther comes to the kingdom (4 14, fnlmni nyrn), but it is not said that the kingdom or kingship has come to her. That it could have been said is shown by Mic 4 s, the only place in the OT, so far as I have found, where any verb meaning "come" is used with a noun meaning "kingdom" as its subject. Here, following the statement of vs. 7 already quoted, we have the familiar prophecy:
And you, O tower of the flock, hill of the daughter of Zion, to you it shall come (rnn~n), the former dominion shall come (r,31), the kingdom, to the daughter of Jerusalem.
The Targum of this passage reads instead of "and the LORD will reign over them" in vs. 7, "and the kingdom of the LORD will be revealed over them."I4 In the first half of vs. s it makes the Messiah instead of the daughter of Zion the one to whom the kingdom is coming,I5 but in the second half of the verse the "former dominion" is said to be coming "to the kingdom of the congregation of Jerusalem."I6 This Targum is cited by Strack-Billerbeck as an exceptional example of the use of the verb "come" in connection with the kingdom of God. Actually it is not a case in point at all: it does not say that the kingdom of God is coming, but 
